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On April 17, 1989, the undersigned was appointed by the 
Wisconsin hployment Relations Commission as arbitrator in the 
above-captioned case, "to issue a final and binding award in the 
matter pursuant to Sec. 111.77(4)(b) of the Municipal Employment 
Relations Act." Pursuant to that statute, the arbitrator is 
obligated to select one of the parties' final offers in its 
entirety. 

A hearing was held on May 18, 1989, at Edgerton, Wisconsin. 
No transcript of the proceedings was made. At the hearing both 
parties had the opportunity to present evidence, testimony and 
arguments. The record was completed on July 5, 1989, with the 
exchange by the arbitrator of the parties' post-hearing briefs. 

Also at the hearing the parties agreed that the final offers 
sent to the arbitrator by the WERC were incomplete. Each party 
agreed to let the other amend its final offer by including the 
omitted ,documents. The agreed-upon completed final offers are 
attached to this decision. l/ 

- 

l/ The arbitrator makes no judgment concerning the responsi- 
bility for the omissions, whether the WERC, the parties, or 
both. That question has no bearing on the disposition of 
this case. 



In making his decision, the arbitrator is required to weigh 
the factors spelled out in the statute. There is no issue in 
this case with regard to several of them: (1) lawful authority 
of the employer: that part of (c) dealing with the financial 
ability of the unit of government to meet the costs; and 
(9) changes in circumstances during the pendency of the 
arbitration proceedings. Factor (b) deals with "stipulations of 
the parties." There are some disagreements between the parties 
about what was or was not agreed to in bargaining. Those issues 
are considered within the facts and discussion of each issue, 
below. 

The arbitrator will consider the parties' final offers in 
light of the remaining criteria. These include: that part of 
(c) dealing with the interests and welfare of the public: 
(d) comparisons with other employees performing similar services 
and with other employees generally (1) in public employment in 
comparable communities and (2) in private employment in 
comparable communities: (3) the cost of living; (f) overall 
compensation presently received by the employees: and (h) other 
factors . . . normally or traditionally taken into consider- 
ation . . . 

Factor (c): The interests and welfare of the public. 

The only evidence put into the record specifically con- 
cerning the interests and welfare of the public factor was 
submitted by the City. It submitted an April 11, 1989 newspaper 
article from the Janesville Gazette announcing major permanent 
layoffs at Dorsey Trailers in Edgerton in September 1989. The 
article cited other major economic cutbacks in Edgerton's private 
sector economy during the last decade including the shutdown of 
the Nunn Bush shoe factory, the shutdown of Dana Corporation in 
1980 and the failure of Caterpillar Tractor Corporation to 
operate in that facility after it moved in and then out again. 

In its brief the City adds, without supporting documenta- 
tion, "On its face, the Union's final offer is in total disregard 
of the ability of the City to support the cost of such a large 
wage and fringe benefit package in a single year." 

The Union's only references to the interest and welfare 
criterion are in its argument that it is in the City's interest 
to have bargaining unit employees work an additional half hour 
each day at straight time, and that the public will benefit from 
the fact that the creation of a 4th salary step and an improved 
longevity package will result in better retention of police 
officers. 
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Although it appears that the economic condition of the 
private sector in Edgerton is such that moderation in wage and 
benefit increases in city government might be in the public's 
interest and welfare at this time, the arbitrator cannot make a 
meaningful judgment about this factor based upon the evidence 
before him. As emphasized further below, the arbitrator has not 
been presented with adequate cost data by either side to have any 
confidence about the financial impact of these final offers on 
the taxpaying public. Therefore, the arbitrator has no clear 
preference among the final offers in relationship to the 
interests and welfare criterion. 

Factor (d): Comparisons 

Factor (d) requires the arbitrator to consider wages, hours 
and conditions of employment of the bargaining unit in comparison 
to employees in the public and private sectors doing similar 
work, as well as employees generally. The parties have provided 
external comparisons with other public sector police departments, 
but not with other types of public employees. Within the City of 
Edgerton data are presented for another bargaining unit and for 
non-represented employees. For the private sector there are no 
comparisons presented for employees doing similar work or 
employees generally. 

For purposes of external public sector wage comparisons, the 
Union has utilized the following municipalities: Cities of: 
Evansville, Milton and Stoughton: Town of Beloit. The Union does 
not state its rationale for its choice of comparisons. However, 
since the City also uses Evansville, Milton and Stoughton, those 
cities are acceptable to the arbitrator as comparables. 

The City's comparisons include the Union's (except that the 
City does not use Town of Beloit) and the following additional 
cities: Brodhead, Delavan, Elkhorn, Jefferson, Lake Mills and 
Whitewater. The Union does not explain why the cities of 
Brodhead, Delavan, Elkhorn, Jefferson, Lake Mills and Whitewater, 
selected by the City, should not be used as comparables. 

The City's comparison were chosen because, the City argues, 
all of these comparables are cities of approximately the same 
size as Edgerton, all are in the same geographical proximity to 
Edgerton, and all are represented by unions. The arbitrator will 
use these cities for comparison purposes given the lack of 
persuasive arguments about why he should not do so. 

The City argues against the Union's use of Town of Beloit, 
arguing that I'. . . the Town of Beloit is a community of 
approximately 15,000 people that surrounds the northern fringes 
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of the City of Beloit. (It is) . . . subject to a much larger 
tax base, higher crime rates, and more major urban problems than 
in Edgerton and (is) not comparable to a small city police 
department." 

The statistics .in evidence show the Town of Beloit 
population to be 8,382 in 1984, comparable in size to the City of 
Stoughton and smaller than Whitewater, both comparables used by 
the City. There are no statistics in the record concerning the 
Town of Beloit’s tax rates, crime rates, or urban problems. 
Geographically it is no further from Edgerton than Brodhead and 
Delavan, other communities used by the City located to its south. 
The arbitrator therefore will include Town of Beloit in the 
comparisons. 

In summary, the arbitrator will use for comparison purposes 
all of the comparable communities suggested by both parties. 

The analysis of factor (d) will be made in relationship to 
each issue, described below: 

Wage Issue 

The parties are in agreement that there should be a 4% wage 
increase in 1989, 1990 and 1991. They differ insofar as the 
Union's final offer inserts a new wage increment for employees in 
their 4th year of service, while the City continues the 3rd year 
increment as the highest one. 

.Analysis of wages is difficult in this case for several 
reasons. The parties have not agreed about the shift schedules 
worked in Stoughton, and that information is not in the labor 
agreement. They also disagree about the method of calculating 
actual hours worked for purposes of converting salaries to hourly 
rates. Hourly rates must be determined in order to make 
meaningful comparisons between the departments, since some wage 
scales are expressed as annual salaries, some as monthly salaries 
and some as hourly rates. 

The City's wage data are more complete than the Union's 
insofar as the City supplies an hourly wage figure for each 
comparable department for each year of service through five 
years. The arbitrator, in working from the City's data, is not 
deciding that the City's method of calculation is more correct 
than the Union's. Rather, since the figures are complete he is 
using the City's method of calculation. However, having said 
that, he has had to recalculate several rates which the City 
appears to have calculated in error. The City's method of 
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calculation produces lower hourly rates than does the Union's, 
but used consistently, these rates make meaningful comparisons 
possible and do not change the outcome of the analysis, in the 
arbitrator's opinion. 2/ 

For 1989 the arbitrator has used all of the comparables 
except Jefferson and Brodhead, since the latest data presented 
for them are for 1988. The arbitrator has also included the Town 
of Beloit since its labor agreement expresses wages in hourly 
rates and thus there is no controversy about the correct figures. 
Thus,' for 1989 the comparisons are with Stoughton, Evansville, 
Whitewater, Lake Mills, Milton, Elkhorn, Delavan and Town of 
Beloit. 

The arbitrator has constructed the following table, which he 
believes is accurate. It is based upon the following work 
schedules, for departments whose labor agreements are not 
expressed in terms of hourly rates: 

Stoughton: 6-2/5-3 Milton: 5-2/5-3 
Evansville: 5-2/5-3 Elkhorn: 5-2/5-216-3 
Whitewater: 5-215-3 Delavan: 5-2/5-3 
Lake Mills: 6-3/6-3/6-3/6-2 

Using the City's methodology, the arbitrator has calculated 
the following number of work hours for a patrolman who works the 
scheduled hours, full-time, for 1989 beginning January 1st. 

Stoughton: 2024 Milton: 1960 
Evansville: 2082 Elkhorn: 2048 
Whitewater: 2021 Delavan: 2021 
Lake Mills: 2016 

The following is the schedule of hourly wage rates for 
patrolmen for 1989, not including longevity or shift premium, 
derived .from the above figures, using the City's methodology: 

(see table on Page 6) 

2/ The arbitrator has made the following changes in the City's 
presentation. For Lake~Mills, the arbitrator has used the 
work schedule shown in the labor agreement, not~the one used 
in the City's calculations. The arbitrator believes that 
the City has miscalculated the annual hours worked in 
Stoughton, Lake Mills and Elkhorn, and he has corrected 
them. In Stoughton, Whitewater and Elkhorn the rates are 
corrected to reflect the fact that in those cities in 1989 
there was a wage increase in January, and another in July. 
Also, the arbitrator has accepted the City's statement of 
the work schedule in Stoughton. In its brief, the Union 
believes the Stoughton schedule to be different, but it 
offers no supporting evidence. 

-5- 



start c 9.88 (4) 11.50 9.09 10.39 10.23 9.41 9.34 9.56 9.58 9.57 c + $2 
u 9.88 (4) u-k $.2l 

1Yr- C 10.67 (4) 11.8) 9.53 ll.01 10.71 10.00 lO.Cll 10.59 10.62 10.61 c+ $.06 
u 10.42 (7) u - ($.19) 

2 yr. c 11.15 (7) 12.10 10.01 12.14 12.35 10.73 11.21 11.23 11.84 Il.54 c- 6.39) u 10.99 (7) u - 6.5) I 
\D 

3P. c11.a (8) 12.10 10.51 12.14 12.35 12.33 12.03 11.83 12.62 12.l.2 c - ($.=I 1 
u 11.60 (8) u - G.9) 

4yr. C11.60 (8) 12.10 Il.05 12.14 12.35 12.5) 12.03 Il.86 13.32 12.12 c - 6.53 
U 12.24 (4) u+$.l2 

5yr* C 11.60 (8) 12.10 ll.60 12.14 12.35 12.64 12.10 11.86 13.2 12.12 c - ($.=) 
u I.224 (4) u+$.l2 

c=ce.y 
u=unim 



For 1989, if one looks at the relationship of the parties' 
offers to the median wages paid in comparable police departments, 
the offers are identical at the start rate and at the 3 year 
rate. The City's offer is closer to the median at the 1st and 
2nd year rates, and the Union's offer is much closer to the 
median than is the City's offer at the 4-year and 5-year rate. 
The differences in the relationship of the offers to the median 
are much greater at steps 4 and 5 than at the beginning steps, 
and there is no apparent reason why the City's offer should be so 
far behind the competition at these higher steps. For this 
reason the Union's wage offer for 1989 would seem preferable to 
the City's. However, the Union proposes to add a 4th step 
increment. Only Evansville, Milton, Elkhorn and Town of Beloit 
have an increment at or after the 4th year. This would support 
the City's position that there is no persuasive justification for 
changing the existing wage structure. 

The only historical data in evidence for the comparables 
shown in the above table are for Edgerton, Stoughton, Evansville, 
Whitewater and Milton. In the following table, the arbitrator 
has presented a comparison of the 1988 and 1989 wage rates and 
the relationship of Edgerton to them. 

(see table on Page 8) 
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Eagerton Stmqhton Evansville %itewater Milton 

Median Not 
1ncluaitxJ 
mgerton 

Edgerton s 
Relation to 
Meaian 

Start 
1988 9.39 (3) 11.06 8.66 10.06 9.11 9.59 (-20 cents) 

1989 City ) 
) 9.88 (3) 11.50 9.09 10.39 9.41 9.90 (-02 cents) 

Union)' 

+-gE 
10.14 (3) 11.35 9.08 10.66 9.10 (-04 cents) 

1989 City ) 10.67 (3) City +16 cents 

"nion; 10.42 (3) 
11.80 9.53 11.01 10.00 10.51 

Union (-9 cents) 
_-_-________--_-_---~-~~-~~~-~~~~~-~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----~~~-~-~~~---~~~~~--~~~~---~~~~~--~---~---- 
2 year 
1988 10.59 (3) 11.65 9.53 11.75 10.43 11.04 (-45 cents) 

1989 City ) 11.15 (3) City (-27 cents) 
) 12.10 10.01 12.14 10.73 11.42 I 

Union) 10.99 (3) Union (43 cents) m 
________________________________________--------------------------------I_ -----------1 I 
3 year 
1938 11.02 (4) 11.65 10.01 11.75 12.00 11.70 (-68 cents) 

1989 City ; 11.60 (4) City (-52 cents) 
12.10 10.51 12.14 12.30 12.12 

Union) 11.60 (4) Union (-52 cents) 

4year 
1988 11.02 (4) 11.65 10.51 11.15 12.00 Il.70 (-68 cents) 

1989 City ) 11.60 (4) City (-52 cents) 
1 12.10 11.05 12.14 12.30 12.12 

Union) 12.24 (2) Union +12 cents 

5 1988 11.02 (4) 11.65 11.05 11.75 12.34 11.70 (-68 cents) 

1989 City ) 11.60 (4) City (-52 cents) 
Union; 12.10 11.60 12.14 12.64 12.12 12.24 (2) 

Union +12 cents 



The table shows that the City has retained its 1988 ranking 
in relationship to these cities in 1989 at all steps. The 
Union's offer retains its 1988 ranking through the 3-year step, 
but changes the ranking from fourth place to second place at 
years 4 and 5. In relationship to the distance from the 1988 
median wage, the City's 1989 final offer is closer than is the 
Union's at years 1 and 2. The parties' offers are identical at 
start and year 3. Both offers show improvement in 1989 in 
relationship to the 1988 median at steps 4 and 5 but the Union's 
improvement is significantly greater. 

From this historical perspective, the City's offer is 
slightly preferable to the Union's because its 1989 offer more 
closely.retains the parties' 1988 relative position to the 
comparables. There is nothing in the record which persuades the 
arbitrator that there should be a change in the relative position 
of Edgerton and the comparison units in 1989 as contrasted to 
1988. The Union argues that there is such justification, namely 
that there has been a problem in the department in retaining 
employees, but there is no evidence showing that this problem is 
any more or less severe in Edgerton than in comparable police 
departments. 

Data are presented for four police units for 1990 and one 
unit for 1991. The City also put into evidence its contract with 
the CWA representing public works and clerical employees which 
provides for wage increases of 4% in each year, 1989, 1990 and 
1991. Since the parties in the present case do not disagree 
about the across-the-board wage increases for 1990 and 1991, but 
only about whether there should be a 4th year increment, there is 
no need to focus on the limited data in the record for 1990 and 
1991. 

There was no private sector wage data submitted. At the 
hearing the City indicated that it would submit the wage schedule 
for Dorsey Trailers, but it did not do so. 

Based on the discussion of wages thus far, the arbitrator 
does not have a clear preference in favor of one of the final 
offers. The wage issue will be considered further, below, in the 
context of the costs of wages and benefits. 

There are also issues in dispute over wages for dispatchers 
and part-time officers. 

Dispatcher 

The City offers to pay dispatchers a maximum of $8.56. The 
Union's offer is $9.23. The City presents comparison data for 
Stoughton, Evansville, Whitewater and Delavan. The rates cited 
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for Evansville and Whitewater do not appear in their respective 
labor agreements and there is no basis for verifying the figures, 
as the Union notes. The Stoughton rate is $11.50 (by the 
arbitrator's calculation) and the Delavan rate is $8.28 (by the 
arbitrator's calculation). This comparison data is not a 
sufficient basis for making a judgment about which final offer is 
preferable, and the arbitrator has no preference among the 
parties' positions on this issue. 

Part-Time Wage 

There is one part-time officer in the department who has 
been employed for some fifteen years. The City's offer for 1989 
is a maximum rate of $9.00. The Union's offer of $10.42 which, 
it states, is the starting rate for a full-time officer. The 
City presents data showing the maximum rates for part-time 
officers in Evansville (7.17), Elkhorn (8.32) and Delavan (8.35). 
It also gives rates for Stoughton and Milton, but those rates are 
not in the labor agreements. Based on this minimal data, it 
would appear that the City's final offer is more in line with the 
competition than is the Union's offer. 

Longevity Issue: 

The City's final offer proposes an improved schedule of 
dollar increases effective January 1, 1989, to be paid only to 
regular full-time employees. 

The Union's final offer, also effective January 1, 1989, and 
covering only regular full-time employees, begins longevity pay 
after five years of service. The payments are stated in terms of II . . . % of present hourly wage." 

It is undisputed ~that half of the present full-time work 
force (4 of 8) has been hired since September 1988, and both 
parties have proposed improvements in longevity in hopes of 
retaining employees. There is also no dispute about the fact 
that in 1980 the Agreement contained a 6% longevity provision. 
In the 1982 Agreement and thereafter, the parties provided for 
dollars per year of service, and they specifically grandfathered 
one senior employee on the 6% arrangement. The basic longevity 
language has been the same since 1982, but in each succeeding 
Agreement there has been a change in dollar amounts and years of 
service. 

The parties' present Agreement has a longevity program 
whereby after four years employees receive $15 per year of 
service as longevity payments. The City proposes to retain a 
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dollar-amount longevity program, although it also proposes to 
substantially increase the amounts paid, e.g. from $150 after 10 
years service, tom $300 after 10 years service. Tne UnlOn 
proposes a longevity program with increases based on percent 
increases up to a maximum of 6%. The City points out that under 
the Union's offer, an employee would receive $720 after 10 years 
as longevity payment. 

With regard to the comparison districts, five have no 
longevity pay. A sixth (Brodhead) does not have anything called 
longevity but it provides a 1% payment after 8 years of employ- 
ment. Three of the comparables (Whitewater, Delavan and Town of 
Beloit) have percentage longevity programs. Only one of the 
comparables, Stoughton, has a dollar-longevity program. The 
amounts proposed by the City are much closer to what is paid by 
Stoughton than the amounts proposed by the Union. 

The comparison data is more supportive of the City's 
longevity proposal than the Union's. The Union points out that 
its offer would end a disparity in which one of the officers in 
the unit gets a 6% longevity increase, while the others receive 
dollar amounts. This fact highlights an "other factor" 
(statutory factor (h)) which the arbitrator feels it is relevant 
to consider. As mentioned above the officer with the percentage 
increase receives it because the parties agreed in 1982 to 
grandfather his arrangement, and changed the arrangement to 
dollars for everyone else. Given this history, the arbitrator 
believes that if the parties want to change back to percentage 
longevity increases, they should accomplish the change throngh 
bargaining, not through arbitration. This history is further 
reason for supporting the City's position on this issue. 

Health and Welfare Issues: 

The existing contract, at Article 17, contains the following 
introductory paragraph, and Section L: 

Effective January 1, 1984, the employers shall provide 
comprehensive hospital and surgical insurance coverage 
with dental plan option I for such employee covered by 
this Agreement, who has been on the payroll for thirty 
(30) days or more and their dependents paid for by the 
City of equal benefits to the Janesville Area Health 
and Welfare Fund Insurance Package. The City shall 
have the option to pay the single-family rate; or the 
composite rate. Any change in the insurance carrier 
will not reduce the benefits. 
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Section L. If an HMO or Compcare Plan is offered, it 
will be made available as an alternative to the Hi 
Option coverage. The dual choice option will be 
offered once annually subject to continuing avail- 
ability of the plan. 

The City shall bear the cost of the HMO or Compcare, 
but not to exceed the payment which would be required 
if the employee and his dependents were enrolled in the 
Hi Option Plan. 

In its final offer, the City proposes to delete existing 
Section L. It proposes the following introductory paragraph for 
Article 17: 

Effective March 1, 1989, the Employer shall provide a 
Dental Insurance Plan and Health Insurance Coverage for 
the Employee and the Employee's dependents. The health 
insurance coverage shall be made available through the 
State of Wisconsin Group Health Insurance Program. Any 
changes in health insurance coverage will not reduce 
the benefits and must be mutually agreed to by both 
parties. The Employer shall pay 100% of the lowest 
cost premium offered and up to 105% of the lowest 
premium toward any other plan offered through the State 
Health Insurance Program that may be chosen by the 
Employee. The health insurance plan shall be 
administered according to the rules as set forth by the 
Wisconsin Department of Employee Trust Funds. 

From January 1, 1989 through February 28, 1989, the 
Employer shall provide health insurance coverage for 
the Employee and the Employee's dependents, through the 
HMO of Wisconsin Plan. 

The Union's final offer for the introductory paragraph of 
Article 17 and Section L is as follows: 

Effective March 1, 1989, the employers shall provide 
comprehensive hospital and surgical insurance coverage 
with a Dental Plan for such employee covered by this 
Agreement who has been on the payroll for thirty (30) 
days or more and their dependents~ for benefits of the 
"Wisconsin Public Employers' Group Health Insurance 
Program." The Employee shall have the individual 
choice. However, if the City Employee and their spouse 
are both employed by the City, the City will only be 
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obligated to one (1) family premium per month covering 
both Employees under the same plan. The Employer 
contribution toward the premium for any eligible 
employee will be a maximum of 105% of the least costly 
health care plan within the service area of the 
employer (service area to be no more than 15 mile 
radius of Edgerton, Wisconsin). The City shall pay the 
full cost of the sickness and accident plan the 
Employees are participating in at this time. 

Section L The City shall bear the cost of the health 
plan in effect for an employee and/or their spouse who 
retires with twenty (20) years of service with the 
department, and qualifies for State Retirement Plan 
benefits, until their date of expiration. 

There was testimony concerning the history of the City's 
health insurance arrangements. Since July 1982, the City has had 
a health insurance contract with Blue Cross/Blue Shield. The 
rates and benefits in that contract were negotiated with 
Blue Cross/Blue Shield by the Teamsters' Janesville Area Health 
and Welfare Fund Plan (hereinafter JAHW). In August 1986, JAHW 
changed its benefits package with Blue Cross/Blue Shield, and the 
City continued its contract with Blue Cross/Blue Shield with the 
new benefits package. Effective September 1, 1987, JAHW term- 
inated its contract with Blue Cross/Blue Shield, and thereafter 
JAHW went out of business. 

The City then chose to contract with HMO of Wisconsin and 
the Union agreed to these arrangements. According to Kaiser, 
there was no lapse in coverage and no decrease in benefits from 
the prior insurance contract. 

In October 1988, the City was notified by the clinic which 
was providing the service under the HMO contract that effective 
December 31, 1988, it would no longer be part of HMO of 
Wisconsin. The City then negotiated a contract with the State 
Health Insurance Plan and the Union agreed to it. 

There are two issues in dispute in the area of health and 
welfare: payment of sickness and accident premiums, and health 
insurance premiums for retirees. 

The parties are not in disagreement about the health 
insurance premiums or coverage for the bargaining unit. The 
City's premium obligation for family insurance is an amount up to 
$260.23 per month. The City argues, correctly, that what it pays 
for health insurance premiums is higher than all but one of the 
comparable communities for which costs are in the record, and 
substantially higher than many of the others: (Evansville 
$133.89; Whitewater $204.38; Lake Mills $221.44: Elkhorn $98.02; 
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Delavan $264.59: Jefferson $179.61 (1988): Brodhead $190 (1988)). 
It is undisputed also, that the health insurance premium improve- 
ment given by the City to the bargaining unit is the same as that 
contained in the City's contract covering its public works and 
clerical employees. 

With respect to the issue of'employer-payment of sickness 
and accident premiums, the City argues correctly that this 
benefit is paid by a minority of the comparable communities: 
Lake Mills, Elkhorn, Delavan and Town of Beloit. The City does 
not pay this benefit for its other employees. The Union cites 
the premium cost of $17.66 per month per employee and argues (see 
below) that the City can easily afford this amount from its 
health premium savings. 

With respect to the issue of employer-payment of health 
insurance premiums for retirees, the City argues that none of the 
comparable communities pays this benefit for its retirees, and 
the City does not pay it tom any of its other employees. 

The Union argues that there is only one employee in the 
bargaining unit who is approaching retirement age. If he retires 
during the term of the Agreement, the Union argues, the premium 
will be $247.84 per month and this will be more than made up by 
the savings to the City in salary which will result from hiring a 
new, junior employee to replace the retiree. 

The City is concerned about the future costs of providing 
this benefit to its employees. It calculates the cost at 
approximately $10,000 per employee per year if the City were to 
set money aside to cover future retirements. The Union argues 
that such a calculation is outrageous and doesn't take into 
consideration accumulated interest. It argues that the present 
costs will be minimal. The City argues in return that even if 
its calculations are too high, the Union has not presented 
calculations about what this benefit will cost. The City cites 
this uncertainty, and the fact that the Union does not present a 
concrete plan under which these benefits would be provided as 
reasons for the arbitrator to support the City's position on this 
issue. 

The Union argues that any costs involved in either the 
sickness and accident premiums or the employer-paid retiree 
health insurance benefits would be more than offset by the 
savings to the City resulting from a change in health insurance 
arrangements since the last Agreement was negotiated. There was 
a high option plan which the City provided which was discontinued 
during the term of that Agreement. The Union argues that if the 
City were to provide that plan, or its equivalent, to its 
employees under the new Agreement, the monthly premium would be 
$505.35 per month for family coverage. Its source for this 
figure is a letter from a Labor Consultant employed by Blue Cross 
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& Blue Shield who responded to a Union inquiry in December 1988. 
The Union argues that when it agreed that the City could use the 
State health plan during the current Agreement, the City thereby 
saved approximately $13,281 in premiums which now should be 
shared with the employees of the bargaining unit. 

In the arbitrator's opinion, the City was obligated under 
the prior Agreement to maintain certain health insurance coverage 
and to pay for it, but the language did not obligate it to 
maintain any specific level of premium. Therefore, even were it 
the case that the former insurance would now cost the City 
$505.35, if the City could have obtained coverage for less than 
that while retaining the same benefits nothing in the language 
would have prevented it from paying a lesser premium, and nothing 
would have obligated it to share the savings with the bargaining 
unit. In the present case, the City and the Union agreed upon 
the new insurance coverage and the premium is perhaps much less 
than it might have been under a former plan, but this does not 
obligate the City to share those "savings" with the Union, and 
the parties did not agree to share the savings with the 
bargaining unit. The arbitrator is not making a finding that 
there have been such savings, because the City never paid a 
premium of anything like $500 per employee and,given the 
parties' agreement on a new health insurance program, the 
arbitrator is not persuaded of the relevance of a hypothetical 
premium ,on a no longer existent policy. Whether or not there 
were such savings, there is no obligation by the City to now add 
other health related benefits for the bargaining unit, even if 
they are affordable. 

It is the arbitrator's opinion that the City's health and 
welfare plan is supported by the data more so than is the 
Union's. Both the internal and external comparables are more 
supportive of the City's position with respect to both sickness 
and accident insurance and employer-provided health insurance for 
retirees. Moreover, the retiree benefit would be unique to 
Edgerton among the comparison group. New types of benefits 
should be bargained, not introduced through arbitration, in the 
arbitrator's opinion. 

Hours Issue: 

Under the existing Agreement employees work a 5-2/5-3 
schedule of 8 hour shifts. They receive overtime for time over 8 
hours and for over 40 hours. The work year, exclusive of over- 
time, totals 1946.66 hours, according to the Union, and 1960 
according to the City. 

The City's final offer proposes to maintain this schedule. 
The Union's final offer keeps a 5-215-3 schedule but increases 
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the shifts to 8 l/2 hours with overtime after 8 l/2 and 42 l/2 
hours. The work year proposed, exclusive of overtime, totals 
2068.33 hours, according to the Union, 2082.5 according to the 
City. 

The Union maintains that during bargaining the parties 
agreed to the Union's final offer proposal, and the City reneged 
on its ,agreement. Union Business Agent Kaiser testified that 
this agreement was reached at a bargaining session on October 18, 
1988. When the Union agreed during that meeting that overtime 
would not start until after 8 l/2 hours or 42 l/2 hours, the City 
agreed to the 8 l/2 hour work day. The Union introduced Kaiser's 
bargaining notes of the October 18th meeting, and they appear to 
indicate that if the Union agreed to overtime beginning after 
8 l/2 or 42 l/2 hours, and if the extra half hour on the schedule 
were added to the end of the existing shifts, the 8 l/2 hour 
schedule would be okay; Kaiser's notes state, "we've got a t.a." 
(tentative agreement). Kaiser testified that at the meeting it 
was City team member Stockwell who said that the City wanted the 
added half hour to be at the end of the shift. According to 
Kaiser, Stockwell agreed to the 8 l/2 hour day but wouldn't sign 
a stipulation. 

The parties had another bargaining session on October 31, 
1988. The City made a proposal on fifteen items. Item #6 of the 
proposal states: "The City will implement a 5/2 5/3 work 
schedule with an 8 l/2 hour work day (proposed wording 
attached)." Kaiser's testimony, supported by the notes he made 
on the City's proposal, is that the Union accepted the 5-2/5-3 
schedule with an 8 l/2 hour work day, but it found the City's 
proposed wording to be unacceptable. 

Kaiser testified that although it was a City proposal, and 
the parties discussed it and agreed to it, City Administrator 
Zick refused to stipulate to it in writing. 

Zick testified that the City never agreed to an 8 l/2 hour 
day in and of itself. Rather, she maintains, the proposal was 
part of a package, a "line of bargaining" that the City 
discussed. The City proposed language covering this contract 
item, and the Union rejected the language. 

On cross-examination Zick acknowledged that the City 
proposed 8 l/2 hour shifts on October 31st, but it was trying to 
put together a package. She testified that the Union simply 
accepted what it wanted, without giving the City something. 

Kaiser testified that before October 31st, all of the 
bargaining was on an individual item basis, not a package basis, 
with the exception of some items (not hours) proposed as a 
package by the Union at the October 18th meeting. The City never 
presented anything as a package until October 31st, he testified, 
and Zick didn't ever talk about hours in the context of a 
package. 
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According to Kaiser, when Zick presented the City's proposal 
(on fifteen items) on October 31st, she said this is "kind of a 
group proposal." Kaiser noted what she said on the cover of his 
copy and asked her what she meant by that. She never responded, 
he testified. 

Stockwell testified that there was specific discussion of 
the City's proposal of the 8 l/2 hour work day, and adding the 
half-hour to the end of the shift, but there was never agreement 
on it per se because it was talked about in the context of an 
overall agreement. Stockwell told the Union that the language 
would be okay but only if the parties in fact agreed to an 8 l/2 
hour day. 

French, another member of the City's bargaining team, 
testified that the City never agreed to an 8 l/2 hour day except 
as part of a package deal. He testified that the City's proposal 
on October 31s.t was an entire proposal, and the items weren't 
proposed separately. 

On January 6, 1989, Kaiser compiled a document showing the 
Union's version of stipulated matters. Zick initialed the cover 
of the document on January 9th. Within the document, at Article 
5, only paragraph (C) was initialed by Zick. On (A), (B) and (D) 
Kaiser had a typed notation that these sections were T.A.'d on 
October 18, 1988, but the City refused to stipulate. 

The City calculates the cost of the extra half hour per day 
as an additional 6.25% without any benefit to the City. The City 
also calculates the added costs of FICA, retirement, sick leave, 
holidays and vacations when the day is one-half hour longer, and 
concludes that there would be approximately an additional 1% of 
paid leave time if the Union were to prevail on this issue. 

The arbitrator will confine his discussion here to the issue 
of hours, without considering the added costs of benefits that 
such a change would produce. Those added costs will be discussed 
further, below, in the discussion of the total costs of the 
parties' offers. 

The parties presented comparison data for hours. Half of 
the comparables (Stoughton, Lake Mills, Milton, Elkhorn and 
Brodhead) have an 8 hour day. The other half are divided between 
8.25 hours (Whitewater, Delavan and Jefferson) and 8.5 hours 
(Evansville and Town of Beloit). Thus, on the question of length 
of day, more departments work an 8-hour schedule than an 8.5 hour 
schedule, but the number of departments that work 8 hours and the 
number which work more than 8 are equal. 

If the number of hours worked per year are taken into 
account, the median of the nine comparables for which hours data 
are given is 2021 hours a year (given the arbitrator's 
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calculations using the City's methodology). Only one department 
besides Edgerton works as few as 1960 hours per year. The 
additional hours sought by the Union would make Edgerton's rank 
tied for 1st among the comparable departments. The Union has not 
presented a persuasive argument about why the existing hours 
schedule should be changed, much less to one that would have a 
greater number of hours than the comparables. It argues that the 
proposed annual hours would be closer to the hours of most full- 
time employees. In the arbitrator's opinion the most meaningful 
comparison is with hours worked in other police departments. 
Moreover, as the City notes, the Union gave up a schedule with 
longer hours when it bargained the current 5-2/5-3 schedule. 

The Union argues that since overtime pay would not start, 
under its proposal, until after 8 l/2 hours, ". . . the one-half 
hour extension of the work day provides the City with consistency 
between shifts and an additional half hour for the completion of 
investigations, etc. without incurring any overtime obligation." 
The Union does not present data to demonstrate that there is now 
a problem of excessive overtime to complete investigations or do 
other duties. 

There is an "other factor" (statutory factor (h)) to 
consider in evaluating the hours dispute. The arbitrator is 
persuaded that the Union is correct in arguing that the parties 
during their negotiations prior to submission of final offers 
agreed to an 8 l/2 hour day on a 5-2/5-3 schedule, with the extra 
half-hour put on the end of the shift. For reasons that are not 
entirely clear, the City pulled away from formalizing a 
"tentative agreement" on the subject. It is quite clear to the 
arbitrator from the documents and testimony in the record, that 
the parties did in fact have an agreement on this issue. 

Since the arbitrator finds the Union's final offer on hours 
to be consistent with the bargaining history, the arbitrator 
favors the Union's position on this issue, even though it would 
substantially change the department's rank among the comparables 
with respect to number of hours worked per year. 

Holiday Issue: 

The existing Agreement's holiday provisions cover all 
employees, " and provide that Good Friday is a half-day holiday. 
In its final offer the City has proposed that only full-time 
employees receive holiday pay, and that Good Friday is a full-day 
holiday. The Union does not contest either of these changes, 
since it reached agreement on them with the City during 
bargaining. The Union's final offer doesn't address holidays, 
because in the Union's view, there was no disagreement at the 
time final offers were submitted. 
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The City's final offer contains the statement, "a holiday is 
defined as eight (8) hours." The Union disagrees with that. In 
its view this provision is related to the question of the 8 l/2 
hour work day on which, it argues, the City agreed and then 
reneged. 

Kaiser testified that the agreements on full-time employees 
as eligible for holidays, and on a full-day for Good Friday were 
reached on October 18th. The City would not sign a stipulation 
but it did put these changes in the final offer. The Union 
argues also that the City agreed to. the 8 l/2 hour day on 
October 18th but would not so stipulate. 

According to Kaiser, the first time the Union saw the City's 
language defining a holiday as 8 hours was in March 1989, when 
the Union received the City's final offer from the WERC. This 
language was never presented by the City previously in bargaining 
or mediation. On cross-examination Kaiser acknowledged that at 
some point in negotiations the City mentioned that holiday pay 
was 8 hours, but it didn't put this in writing and the Union 
never agreed to it. 

In keeping with the arbitrator's discussion and conclusion 
about the hours issue, he finds the Union's final offer 
preferable to the City's. The Union's offer does not limit the 
holiday definition to 8 hours, and he believes that where 
possible the day used for various benefits in an Agreement should 
be of uniform length. 

Sick Leave Issue: 

The existing Agreement provides for sick leave accumulation 
at the rate of "one (1) day sick leave for each completed 
calendar month." The rate is stated as "eight (8) hours for each 
completed calendar month" in the City's final offer. 

The existing Agreement provides for a sick leave credit 
accumulation limit of "120 daysof sick leave credit at any time" 
and it limits use of sick leave in any calendar year to not ,I . . . more than 120 days." In the City's final offer both 
limits are expressed as I'. . . nine hundred sixty (960) 
hours . . .II 

The existing Agreement has a provision dealing with record- - 
keeping which is stated in terms of "days." The City's final 
offer is stated in "hours." 

The existing Agreement provides for use of unused sick leave 
at retirement. The City's final offer limits entitlement to 
regular full-time employees hired before January 1, 1989. It 
also states, "For employees hired after January 1, 1989, all 
accrued sick leave shall be lost upon termination." 
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The Union's final 'offer does not contain any changes in the 
existing sick leave provision because in its view there were no 
issues in dispute when final offers were submitted. 

Kaiser's bargaining notes indicate that the existing sick 
leave language was tentatively agreed upon on October 5, 1988. 
The City's October 31st proposal, at item #9, states, "The City 
proposes to retain existing contract language on sick leave." 

At the hearing the City produced its .Exhibit #14, a final 
offer dated December 19, 1988, which contains a provision that 
employees hired after January 1, 1989, would accrue sick leave to 
a maximum of 90 days and lose all days at termination. Zick 
testified that no agreement was reached on that proposal, 
although it was not withdrawn by the City. Kaiser testified that 
the Union never saw Exhibit #14 in the form presented at the 
hearing. When it saw the document, he testified, the sick leave 
provision had been crossed out and "status quo" had been written 
on it. Previously, in September 1988, the City had proposed the 
go-day limitation in writing, and the Union had rejected it. 

Kaiser testified that prior to submission of final offers to 
the WERC, the last thing he was aware of on sick leave was that 
the City had agreed to maintain the provisions of the existing 
agreement. Sick initialed those provisions on January 9, 1989. 
The Union did not see the City's sick leave language changes 
until it received them as part of the City's final offer sent by 
the WERC. 

On cross-examination Kaiser acknowledged that at some point 
in the bargaining the City mentioned its desire to have 8 hours 
for sick leave, but the City didn't put it in writing and the 
Union didn't agree to it. 

The comparisons introduced by the City show that a majority 
of the other bargaining units have some provision for paying for 
unused sick leave at retirement. Those having it are Stoughton 
(120 days), Whitewater (45). Milton (1001, Elkhorn (120) and 
Delavan (60). Evansville, Lake Mills, Jefferson and Brodhead do 
not have this benefit. 

The City's offer eliminates this existing benefit. Its 
argument that there is no economic impact on any current 
employees is not persuasive. What is important, in the 
arbitrator's opinion, is that the City is here proposing to 
unilaterally remove a negotiated benefit, and one that is in 
effect in some form in a majority of the comparison units. This 
would be a sufficient basis for ruling in favor of the Union on 
this issue. There is all the more reason to do so because the 
City did not discuss the elimination of this benefit with the 
Union prior to submission of final offers. 
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Vacation Issue: 

The existing Agreement covers all employees. The City's 
final offer on vacations covers only regular full-time employees. 
The existing Agreement provides for entitlement after one year of 
"six (6) work days," after two years of "twelve (12) work days" 
and for each additional year, "one (1) additional work day" of 
vacation. The City's final offer states this entitlement in 
terms of "forty-eight (48) hours," "ninety-six (96) hours" and 
"eight (8) hours" and adds: that this is mup to a maximum of two 
hundred ~(200) hours." Further, the City's offer adds: 

For regular full-time employees hired prior to 
January 1, 1989, vacation entitlement will be 
froze (sic) at the 1988 level if that level already 
exceeds the two hundred (200) hour maximum and no 
further vacation hours shall accrue with continuous 
service. For those regular full-time employees hired 
prior to January 1, 1989 who have not already exceeded 
the two hundred hour maximum, vacation entitlement 
shall become available with continuous service in 
accordance with above, but not to exceed the maximum. 

InArticle 10, Section A of the existing Agreement, there is 
a refer,ence to "includes vacation pay." That reference is 
deleted in the City's final offer. 

InArticle 10, Section C of the existing Agreement vacation 
pay is "on the basis of the contract work week in effect at the 
time of vacation." The City's final offer changes this language 
to "based on an eight (8) hour work day." 

Article 10, Section D of the existing Agreement is as 
follows: 

Any employee who has qualified for his first vacation 
with pay and who is laid off or discharged or who 
resigns shall receive vacation wages pro-rated (1/12th 
for each month worked) on the basis of the period 
worked at the time of said interruption or termination 
of,employment. 

The City's final offer contains the following language at 
Article 10, Section D: 

Regular full-time employees who terminate employment 
due to ,retirement shall be entitled to time off or pay 
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for any unused vacation, in addition to any pro-rata 
vacation time earned since their last anniversary date. 
Pro-rata vacation time is computed at the rate of 
1412th the employee's last vacation entitlement times 
the number of months worked since their last 
anniversary date. Rmployees who terminate employment 
for any reason other than retirement shall be entitled 
to. only that unused portion of their current year's 
entitlement and shall not be paid pro-rata vacation 
time. For the purposes of this paragraph, "retirement" 
is defined as being immediately eligible to receive 
benefits under the Wisconsin Retirement Plan. 

In the existing Agreement, Article 10, Section F(3) refers 
to "employees who have earned more than one week of 
vacation . . .- The City's final offer reads, "Regular full-time 
employees who are entitled to more than one week of 
vacation . . .I( 

In the existing Agreement, Article 10, Section F(9) refers 
to "All vacations earned . . ." The City's final offer changes 
the language to "All vacation entitlements . . ." 

In the existing Agreement, Article 10, Section F(10) refers 
to "such vacation pay and earnings due . . .II The City's final 
offer changes the language to "such vacation pay . . .II 

The Union maintains that it agreed to change vacation 
entitlement to cover only regular full-time employees. It also 
agreed to.the change, described above in Article 10, Section A. 

In all other respects, the Union contends, the parties 
agreed to continue the existing language in effect, and that fact 
is evidenced by Zick's initials on all of that language on 
January 9, 1989. 

Kaiser testified that the other language changed by the City 
was never discussed in bargaining or mediation. The Union first 
saw the language changes when they appeared in a local newspaper 
story and in the City's final offer sent to the Union by the WERC 
in March 1989. 

Although it did not propose specific contract language, the 
City's proposals of October 18th and October 31st contain the 
following: "The City proposes to retain existing contract 
language on vacation, with the exception that the maximum 
accumulation of vacation days will be 25 work days." The Union 
rejected this proposal by the City on both of the above-mentioned 
dates. 
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On cross-examination Kaiser acknowledged that at some point 
in the bargaining the City mentioned having a vacation day be 0 
hours, but the City did not put that in writing and the Union 
never agreed to it. 

There are three vacation issues in dispute. The first is 
the City's proposal to cap vacation at 200 hours. The proposal 
is made more reasonable by providing that current employees who 
have more vacation than that are grandfathered at their current 
level. The comparison data provided by the City shows that all 
of the comparable units have caps on the amount of vacation to 
which employees are entitled. The amounts vary, but the City's 
proposal is more generous than most. It is also the case that 
there is a cap on vacation in the City's public works unit. 

Given the comparisons, both external and internal, and the 
grandfather provision, ordinarily the City's proposal would have 
the arbitrator's support. However, the record here is clear that 
in bargaining the City agreed to continue the existing 
provisions. Given that history, the arbitrator cannot give his 
approval to the City's unilateral changes inserted in its final 
offer without any negotiation about them. 

The second vacation issue limits receipt of pro-rata 
vacation benefits to employees who retire. The current language 
gives that entitlement to any employee who leaves the department. 
The City argues: 

Currently, an employee must work one entire year to get 
six days vacation, but if the same employee quits after 
18 months of employment, s/he gets 9 days vacation; six 
days s/he earned for working one complete year and l/2 
his/her entitlement for working six months into the 
second year of three additional days. The City's 
proposal. would clean up the contract language and 
eliminate the absurd results that allow an employee who 
quits to be entitled to take more vacation than an 
employee who stays employed . . . 

There is identical language dealing with proration of 
vacation in the City's public works labor agreement. 

In the arbitrator's opinion, the City has not presented an 
adequate basis for changing the status quo. It seeks to change 
this existing negotiated benefit without showing evidence that 
there is a necessity for making the change. Its only arguments 
are about what it views as an absurd result, and the fact that 
the language proposed exists in another City labor agreement. 
The City has offered no guid pro quo and in fact did not even 
bring .this proposed change to the bargaining table prior to 
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submission of final offers. Such a change should be bargained, 
not simply eliminated through arbitration after no discussion at 
the bargaining table, in the arbitrator's opinion. For these 
reasons the arbitrator favors the Union's final offer on the 
vacation proration issue. 

The third vacation issue relates to the length of the day 
for vacation purposes. The City put in its offer language 
defining the day as 8 hours. While it mentioned this matter.at 
some time during the bargaining, it did not put it into its 
proposals prior to submission of its final offer. Since the 
arbitrator has supported the Union's final offer with respect to 
changing the hours per day to 8 l/2, he favors the Union's 
position on this issue which is to continue the existing contract 
language. 

This concludes the arbitrator's discussion of the specific 
issues in dispute. The arbitrator is required to weigh 
additional factors before deciding which final offers to select. 

The arbitrator is required to weight factor (e), the cost of 
living. What is most important is what change occurred in the 
cost of living in the year preceding the first year of the 
parties' new agreement. It is that change, plus what they 
anticipated might happen thereafter, which they took into account 
in formulating their final offers. 

The figures in evidence show that for "urban wage earners 
and clerical workers" the index in January 1989, was 4.4% higher 
than in the year preceding (1988) in the U.S. as a whole, and was 
4.0% higher in small metropolitan areas. For "urban consumers," 
the indices showed the same increases. 

The annual wage increases agreed to by the parties are 4% 
increases, and the costs of the changes in wage structure, 
longevity, work week, and benefits proposed add additional costs. 

The City presents costs for a nine year employee. These 
costs are excessive, in the arbitrator's opinion, because the 
median length of service in the department is about three years. 
The City calculates the increased costs of its wage and benefits 
offer for 1989 as 4.3% higher than for 1988. Not including the 
controversial cost calculations for the proposed retiree health 
insurance issue, the City calculates the increased cost of wages 
and benefits of the Union's final offer as '18.1% for 1989. If 
one makes adjustments in the City's figures to reflect a median 
three years of service, the costs are reduced, but would still be 
in excess of 10%. and perhaps considerably higher. (The 
arbitrator was not presented with enough cost data to allow him 
to make an accurate calculation). It is clear that the increase 
in cost of the Union's proposal far exceeds the change in the 
cost of living. Thus, the City'~s final offer is preferred when 
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this criterion is considered. The Union notes that the current 
cost-of-living figures reflect an increasing cost of living. It 
remains the case, however, that the City's final offer is much 
closer to the cost-of-living change than is the Union's offer. 

The arbitrator is required to consider factor (f), the over- 
all compensation given to these employees. In addition to the 
items discussed above, the City has presented data showing that 
its benefit program is as good as or better than those of 
comparable departments in such things as shift premiums, clothing 
allowance, educational incentive, dental and life insurance, and 
number of holidays. There is no indication that the employees of 
the department are at any competitive disadvantage. Therefore, 
factor (f) is weighed in favor of the City's final offer. That 
conclusion is underscored when the cost of the wage and benefit 
increases of the two offers are considered. The Union has not 
provided adequate justification for its large cost increases, and 
neither internal nor external comparisons provide that 
justification based on the evidence in the record. As discussed 
above, the principal argument of the Union is that these costs 
are minimal because of the "savings" realized by the City from 
the reduced costs of health insurance premiums. The arbitrator 
is not persuaded that those savings exist, since they are based 
on what the City might have had to pay if there had not been 
agreement between the parties on a new insurance program. 

The arbitrator is required by statute to select one final 
offer or the other in its entirety. That decision is difficult 
in most cases. It is all the more difficult in this case where 
there is inadequate cost data, where there are significant 
computational differences, where the Union is asking for a 
benefit which is not enjoyed by any comparable bargaining units, 
and where the City is making unilateral changes in the status quo 
by taking away benefits currently enjoyed without having brought 
such proposals to the bargaining table prior to submission of 
final offers to the WERC and where the City is also no longer 
offering items which were agreed to at the bargaining table. The 
result is that awarding in favor of either final offer is 
contrary to good public policy. To some extent then, the 
arbitrator's decision must be based on his assessment of which 
final offer is least worst. 

The City's offer is clearly preferable with respect to the 
issues of sickness and accident benefits, health insurance for 
retirees, longevity, and wage rate for part-time employees. The 
statutory factors of cost of living and total compensation also 
favor the City. 

The Union's final offer is preferred with respect to the 
issue of hours per day, and thus also with respect to the 
definition of the day for holidays, sick leave and vacations. It 



is preferred also with regard to the issue of sick leave 
accumulation, vacation cap and proration of vacation benefits, 
all benefits currently enjoyed which the City seeks to remove 
unilaterally. With the exception of the sick leave accumulation 
issue, the arbitrator's preference for the Union's position on 
these items is not based on the merits of the issues as much as 
it is based on the inappropriate strategies used by the City in 
formulating its final offer. 

It is the arbitrator's conclusion that on balance there is 
less harm done by awarding in favor of the City's final offer. 
By making that decision the arbitrator avoids imposing: (1) a 
wage and benefit package whose costs are far in excess of the 
cost of living and which are not justified adequately in 
relationship to the comparison agreements: (2) a new benefit 
(paid health insurance for retirees) of uncertain costs, not 
enjoyed by any comparable unit: and (3) a modification of a long- 
standing agreed-upon method of paying longevity which eliminated 
the arrangement the Union is now seeking to reinstate. 

The arbitrator's great reluctance to make this decision is 
that by so doing he allows the City to make several modifications 
of the Agreement without having negotiated about them prior to 
their inclusion in the final offers submitted to and certified by 
the WBRC. Also, this decision allows the City to get out of its 
tentative agreement reached in bargaining to change the hours 
schedule. The arbitrator's reluctance is tempered somewhat by 
the fact that there is no evidence that the Union attempted to 
raise these issues with the WERC before the final offers were 
certified and the arbitrator was appointed. Had it done so, the 
Union might have achieved modification of the City's final offer 
or a WERC ruling on the appropriateness of the City's action. 
Also, with respect to these unilateral modifications by the City 
of existing benefits, it is not clear to the arbitrator that any 
current employees will be significantly affected by the lost 
benefits during the term of the Agreement, and the parties can 
address these issues in subsequent negotiations. 

Based upon the above facts and discussion the arbitrator 
hereby makes the following 

AWARD 

The City's final offer is selected. n 
Dated at Madison, Wisconsin, this 

Arbitrator 
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TEAMSTERS LOCAL UNION NO. 579 
MAt7 031989 

Representing City of Edgerton Police Departne&%s!iv E;'li~~~v;,z,2T 

March 2, 1989 
REtATi;iL3 ,-yr.,,.;,~~I~;; 

ARTICLE 5 
WORK WEEK 8 WAGES 

Replace old Sections A, B, D, 6 G with the following: 

Section A, The wage schedule below shall be effective on January 1, 
1989. The basic work week shall consist of eight (8) hours. The basic work 
week shall consist of forty (40) hours computed on a seven (7) days period of 
five (5) working days and two (2) days off and an eight day period of five (5) 
working days and three (3) days off. The dispatcher-clerk shall work eight 
(8) hours per day on a Monday through Friday 5-2 work week. There shall be a 
one-half (l/2) hour lunch period with pay during each eight (8) hour shift, 
except the for the dispatcher-clerk who shall not be paid for lunch if the 
dispatcher-clerk leaves the premises for lunch. If the dispatcher-clerk eats 
on the job, then she will eat and work without loss of pay. 

Section B. The normal work shifts shall be as listed below: 

1st Shift 7:D0 AM to 3:00 PM 
2nd Shift 3:oo PM to 11:oo PM 
3rd Shift ll:OD PM to 7:OD AM 
4th Shift 7:OD PM to 3:D0 AM 
5th Shift ll:OD AM to 7:OD PM 

Personnel working between the hours of 3:00 PM and 11:00 PM shall receive four 
(4%) percent above their base salary. Personnel working 11:00 PM to 7:D0 AM 
shall receive five (5%) percent above their base salary. An employee shall be 
paid the rate of pay applicable to the shift one which he performed the work. 
The base rate shall be the applicable 1st shift hourly rate. 

Section 0. Overtime, All employees who work in excess of their 
normal, regular work week, shall receive one and one-half (1 l/2) times the 
straight hourly rate for all hours worked, or at the employee's option be 
allowed to take compensatory time off at the ratio of one (1) hour of overtime 
for one and one-half (1 l/2) hours of compensatory time. Officers will be 
paid overtime for mandatory schools, officer's meetings, and court time, if 
such time is in excess of the normal work day week. Officers attending 
mandatory schools will be paid a maximum of eight (8) hours per day for 
attending schools. No travel pay will be paid for travel to and from schools. 
Meals and lodging will be provided by the City pursuant to the guidelines of 
the Wisconsin Training and Standards Board. 



i 

s ection G. Wases, Effective January 1 of each year of the contract, 
there will be a four percent (4%) increase, effective January 1, 1989. Please 
see attached schedule marked Exhibit A. 

The City and the Union agree to reopen the contract and bargain wages 
for the existing dispatcher should additional dispatcher's positions be 
created at the Police Department and additional dispatchers are hired. 

Overtime will be paid at the rate of one and one-half (I l/2) times 
the straight hourly rate as set forth above. There will be no shift 
differential for dispatchers or clerks. 

ARTICLE 6 
LONGEVITY 

Status quo on Paragraph B. and replace old Paragraph A. with the following: 

A. Effective January 1, 1989, the City will pay longevity pay 
according to the following schedule to regular full-employees completing at 
least four years of service with the City. The payment will be made at the 
end of the month of the employee's anniversary of service. 

After 4 years of service 
After 5 years of service 
After 6 years of service 
After 7 years of service 
After 6 years of service 
After 9 years of service 
After 10 years of service 
After 11 years of service 
After 12 years of service 
After 13 years of service 
After 14 years of service 
After 15 years of service 
After 16 years of service 
After 17 years of service 
After 16 years of service 
After 19 years of service 
After 20 years of service 
After 21 years of service 
After 22 years of service 
and every year thereafter 

9 75 
$ 100 
$ 150 
$ 175 
$ 200 
$ 225 
$ 300 
$ 330 
$ 360 
$ 390 
$ 450 
$ 480 
$ 510 
$ 550 
$ 600 
$ 630 
$ 670 
$ 700 
$ 750 
$ 750 

8. Longevity pay will be paid to Officer Merkl in the amount of six 
percent (6%) pay increase over the base pay for so long as Officer Merkl is 
employed as a full time employee of the Edgerton Police Department. This 
longevity pay for Officer Merkl is in lieu of the longevity pay as set forth 
above in Paragraph A of this Section. This special paragraph to "Grandfather" 
Officer Hark1 was negotiated by the City and the Union to protect the 
longevity provisions relating to Officer Merkl in the 1962 contract 
negotiations. 



ARTICLE 17 
HEALTH 6 WELFARE 

Replace old Paragraphs 1 with the following and delete Section L. 

Effective March 1, 1989, the Employer shall provide a Dental Insurance Plan 
and Health Insurance Coverage for the Employee and the Employee's dependents. 
The health insurance coverage shall be made available through the State of 
Wisconsin Group Health Insurance Program. Any changes in health insurance 
coverage will not reduce the benefits and must be mutually agreed to by both 
parties. The Employer shall pay 100% of the lowest cost premium offered and 
up to 105% of the lowest premium toward any other plan offered through the 
State Health Insurance Program that may be chosen by the Employee. The health 
insurance plan shall be administered according to the rules as set forth by 
the Wisconsin Department of Employee Trust Funds. 

From January 1, 1989 through February 28, 1989, the Employer shall provide 
health insurance coverage for the Employee and the Employee's dependents, 
through, the HMO of Wisconsin Plan. 



/ 
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ARTICLE 26  
WORK STANDARDS 

Status quo  on  language of Section D. 

s t10 c The  City Is to schedule full-time emp loyees with a  forty 
(40) hourecworE Eeek before scheduling part-time emp loyees. The  City shall 
provide five full-time positlons in the bargaining unit. 



.fiTICLE 7. HOLIDAYS 

All regular full-time employees covered by thi'&':Xgriement';-".':.~~' 
shall be entitled to compensatory time off or pai,r(.~traight";:. :sJ..*I 
hourly rate) for the following named holidays in addition to all 
monies the employee may earn on such holiday. A holiday is 
defined as eight (8) hours: 

New Year's Day Labor Day 
Easter Thanksgiving Day 
Memorial Day Christmas Day 
Fourth of July Officer's Birthday 
Good Friday 3 Personal Day 

In order to qualify $or holiday pay, it is provided that the 
regular employees must work the regular work day immediately 
preceding or following the holiday, if said employee is requested 
to do so, or unless he is unable to work on account of proven 
illness or unless absence is mutually agreed to. 

Regular full-time employees *re entitled to holiday pay if 
the holiday falls within the first thirty (30) days of absence 
due to illness or non-occupational injury, or within the first 
six (6) months of absence due to occupational injury. 

All hours worked by regular full-time employees on holidays 
shall be paid at the rate of one and one half (l/2) times the 
hourly rate in addition to the holiday pay. 



ARTICLE 10. VACATIONS 

All regular full-time employees covered by this Agreement 
shall be entitled to vacation as follows: 

Upon completion of one (1) year - forty-eight (48) hours. 

Upon completion of two (2) years - ninety-six (98) hours. 

Regular full-time employees shall be granted eight (8) 
additional hours of vacation for each year of service commencing 
with the third (3rd)year up to a maximum of two hundred (200) 
hours. 

For regular full-time employees hired prior to January 1, 
1989, vacation entitlement will be froze at the 1988 level if 
that level already exceeds the two hundred (2001 hour maximum and 
no further vacation hours shall accrue with continuous service. 
For those regular full-time employees hired prior to January 1, 
1989 who have not already exceeded the two hundred hour maximum, 
vacation entitlement shall become available with continuous 
service in accordance with above, but not to exceed the maximum. 

Section A. The first year of service means fifty-two (52) 
weeks of accumulated employment for each week of which the 
employee has received any wages or is absent on account of 
injuries received while performing City police service. The 
vacation starting period will be the employee's anniversary date. 

Section B. An employee's accumulation of time worked will 
be terminated if the employee is discharged or if he quits, or if 
he is laid off one year without being re-employed. 

Section C. Vacation, pay will be based on an eight (8) hour 
work day. 

Section D. Regular full-time employees who terminate 
employment due to retirement shall be entitled to time off or pay 
for any unused vacation, in addition to any pro-rata vacation 
time earned since their last anniversary date. Pro-rata vacation 
time is computed at the rate of 1/12th the employee's last 
Lracation entitlement times the number of months wcrked since 
their last anniversary date. Employees who terminate employment 
for any reason other than retirement shall be entitled to only 
that unused portion of their current year's entitlement and shall 
not be paid pro-rata vacation time. For the purposes of this 
Paragraph, "retirement" is defined as being immediately eligible 
to receive benefits under the Wisconsin Retirement Plan. 

Section E. If a holiday occurs during the vacation period 
of any employee, such employee shall receive his holiday pay in 
addition to his regular vacation pay. 



Section F. The following vacation procedure will be 
followed in the selection of vacations: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(71 

(8) 

(91 

(101 

The Employer will post a vacation schedule by 
January 1, and will remain posted until April 1. 
Vacations may be taken any time from January 1, 
thru December 1. 

The regular full-time employees will select their 
vacations on the basis of their seniority. 
Employees shall make their choice by signing for 
the desired period on or before April 1, at which 
time the schedule will be finalized.. 

Regular full-time employees who are entitled to 
more than one week of vacation shall be permitted 
to take all such vacation at once, or to split the 
vacation in weekly intervals or daily. 

Any regular full-time employee who does not select 
his vacation by the deadlines set forth above 
shall lose the right to pick by seniority and 
shall select a vacation on any weeks left vacant 
after all others have picked. 

Vacations may exchanged by mutual agreement of the 
employees and with the approval of Chief. 

After the entire vacation schedule is arranged it 
shall be adhered to under all circumstances except 
as outlined above. 

Any regular full-time employee not selecting a 
vacation by April 1st must request the desired 
vacation to the Police Chief by the 15th day of 
the month preceding the month in which he requests 
the vacation. The Police Chief has the sole 
discretion to approve or reject the request for 
vacation. 

All time lost because of on-the-job injury or 
illness shall count as time worked for vacation 
purposes. 

All vacations entitlements must be taken by 
employees and no employee shall be entitled to 
vacation pay in lieu of vacation, unless agreed to 
otherwise by the Chief, 

In the event of death of an employee who is 
entitled to vacation pay under the provisions 
hereof, such vacation shall be paid to his lawful 
heirs in accordance with the law. 



ARTICLE 12. SICK LEAVE 

Section A. When Eligible. Sick leave as used herein shall 
be defined as "absence from duty of an employee because of 
illness, bodily injury, or exposure to a contagious disease.” 

Section B. Sick leave credits may be accrued as.follows: 

(1) All regular full-time employees for whom vacation 
periods are provided shall be given sick leave with pay 
at the rate of eight (8) hours for each completed 
calendar month of compensated service. The term "each 
completed calendar month of compensated service" shall 
be construed to mean any calendar month in which the 
employee has completed 13 work days of compensated 
service. This definition applies to all employees 
engaged in the service of the City Police Department, 
except part-time and seasonal employees or employees 
who are on a per diem basis. 

(2) No regular full-time employee shall be credited with an 
accumulation of more than nine hundred sixty (960) 
hours of sick leave credits at any time, nor shall he 
be permitted to take more than 960 hours of sick leave 
in any one calendar year. 

(31 The employer shall keep a record of any unused illness 
hours in excess of the maximum accumulated hours, In 
the event of a catastrophic illness in which the 
employee uses up all of the accrued sick leave, the 
employee shall be entitled to draw the recorded 
additional hours. In no event will the employee be 
paid additional hours upon retirement or termination as 
this clause is to be used solely to protect the 
employee in the event of catastrophic illness. 

Section C. Sick Leave Extension bv Overtime and Vacations 

Accumulated overtime may be used as a matter of right by an 
employee who is entitled to sick leave and has at that time 
accumulated insufficient sick leave to cover the period of 
illness or disability. In such cases an employee may also elect 
to use accumulated vacation credits. 

Section D. Doctor Examination 

The Employer may require any employee absent under this 
Article for three (31 or more consecutive days to submit to an 
examination by a medical doctor designated and paid for by the 
Employer. 



Section E. Regular full-time employees hired prior to 
January 1, 1989, who retire from the service of the Employer 
shall be entitled to Pay or time off for any unused sick leave 
hours, at the time of retirement. Retirement is defined as the 
date in which the employee shall be entitled to receive his 
pension from the Wisconsin Retirement Fund. 

For employees hired after January 1, 1989, all accrued sick 
leave shall be lost upon termination. 

Section F. Unless an emergency or excused by the Chief of 
Police, the employee must give the Employer a minimum of two (2) 
hours prior notice of illness prior to the commencement of his 
shift in order to be compensated with sick leave pay. 



EXHIBIT A 

WAGE SCHEDULE 
Wage Schedule for 1989 - 1991 Police Contract 

POSITION SHIFT l/1/89 
------------- ------- ------- 

l/1/90 
------- 

l/1/91 
------- 

PATROLMAN 
Startlng 

1st 9.88 10.28 10.69 
5th 10.08 10.48 10.90 
2nd 10.26 10.69 11.11 
4th 10.33 10.74 11.17 
3rd 10.38 10.79 11.23 

PATROLMAN 
1 year 

1st 10.67 11.10 11.54 
5th 10.89 11.32 11.78 
2nd 11.10 11.54 12.00 
4th 11.14 11.58 12.05 
3rd 11.20 11.65 12.11 

PATROLMAN 
2 year 

1st 11.15 11.59 12.06 
5th 11.38 11.83 12.31 
2nd 11.60 12.06 12.54 
4th 11.63 12.09 12.58 
3rd 11.69 12.16 12.64 

PATROLMAN 
3 year 

1st 11.60 12.06 12.54 
5th 11.84 12.31 12.80 
2nd 12.08 12.57 13.07 
4th 12.13 12.61 13.12 
3rd 12.20 12.69 13.19 

SERGEANT 1st 12.43 12.93 13.44 
5th 12.68 13.18 13.71 
2nd 12.93 13.44 13.98 
4th 12.98 13.50 14.04 
3rd 13.06 13.58 14.13 

PART-TIME PATROLMAN 
Starting 
1 to 3 years service 
over 3 years service 

7.00 7.00 7.00 
8.00 8.00 8.00 
9.00 9.00 9.00 

DISPATCHER CLERK 
Starting 
over 1 years service 

6.85 7.13 7.41 
8.56 8.90 9.26 
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lhe City originslly proposed to take sanething off the first year increase, but 
refused to add m another step after three years In their later proposals. 
lha l.Mm average the existing three (3) year Increases which average out 
at 5.5% per year with the biggest jurp being after one year (8%). ‘ihe 
Unim prepared a proposal to provide 5.5% par year of employment increases 
through four (4) years and then start longevity improvements at the fifth (5th) 
year rather than the fourth (4th) year as in the 1986 through 1988 cmtract. 
Ihe City wants a CAP frus the third year to the fifth year without longevity, 
and reverted back= the first year having the largest increase as in the 1986 
through 1988 cmtract. lhe City has served as a training school for police 
offfcers for other IBw.hforcemeOt agencies. lhs reasm is that the 
Fdgertm Police Uaparmt is under paid in canparism to canparable sized 
police departxents in the surromding area in wage and longevity. So after 
the first vear of emlowt. with the biggest increase and the second 
year the next letgee; w&e Gcrease the o&oars move m after about two 
years. Take a look at the mk force at this time. tie-half (l/2) Of 
the department has less than six (6) months of tenure with the departrent. 
My? ihe Unlm’s proposed wage schedule would actually save the City more 
money than the lmgevity would cost with the larger walk-in wage provisim 
for new hires. The’Udim has agreed to a four (4%) percent which is less 
than the consuaar price index cost of living adjustmant published by the 
United States Uepartment of labor Statistics, for each year of the 
cmtract as the City has offered, but the Union position is that there be 
a fourth (4th) year plateau and a longevity at me-half (l/2) percent 
increase for the fifth (5th) year and another one-half (l/2%) percent 
of the hourly wage for each year up to 16 years of service that would 
yield a total of six (6%) percent longevity incraase m top of the 4th 
year hourly wage, tha sake as the most senior officers lmgevity is ccmputed 
mnow,andhaebeen. It is mly fair to have all officers progress to the 
same lmgevity wximua. This will help the depsrtment keep officers. rather 
than epending Mary m training with duplicate coverage to oversee new 
hirea. 

Pay part-time officers a are necessary for coverage the sams hourly 
rate as full-time officers who start, and up to tk first (1st) year hourly 
rate for hours waked without any other fringe benefits. 

Every Bnployer Lnove thet it costs a lot of mmey to train new mployees. 
especially in police work with the huge liability exposure. 

lhe Unim is conceding m hsalth Insurance coverage and cost to a savings of 
S.948 per hour par employes and requesting in exchange: 

1. 8-l/2 hour work day verses an 8 hour mrk day. 
42-112 hours work period Verses a 40 hours work period in five 
consecutive work days for a total of 121.67 more hours per year 
per full-time officera. 

‘Ms weld reduce the necessity of additional supervisors to coordinate 
vork duties beo~een shifts. Officers could camnmicate during the Over- 
lap me-half (l/2) houra. 
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2. Iuogevity oo cmsistent method of canputatim for all officers. &a-half 
W2%) percent increase each year starting with the fifth (5th) year of service 
up to 16 years at six (6%) percent, rather thao imp sun for sass officers 
and percentage of hourly rate for another. 

3. Holiday, vacation, and sick days emned at the same hours per day as the 
work :day. 

4. City to pay sickness sod accident plan out of the savings on the reduced 
health plsn coverage and premix. 

5. City to pay retiree and spouse health insurance upa, retir&&t with a 
twenty (20) years of service sod eligibility for atate retirement benefits. 
Pald out of health premiuu saviogs. 

6. City to offer full-tine officers forty-txo sod one-half (42-l/2) hours 
per work period before employing part-time officers. 

7. Spread yearly employment i&eases over four (4) years rather than three 
(3) years. Part-tircepfficers I&D start, get the “start” rate cm fxhibit 
A sod after one (1) year get the “1st year” rate with overtime to be 
paid oo holidays vorked, but no holiday psy or any other fringe benefits. 
Savings on 50 percent of the work force and laqgevity increase for three 
(3) officers could also be paid out of health insuraoce preinim savings 
that the Unioo yielded to. 

gL& g&L- 
;, emoters Local Union No. 579 

Breodan F. Kaiser 
Secretary-Reasurer 



UNION’S FINAL OFEEX ON 
THE DISP!XD’E0 m FCR 

AN- 

- IBCAL UNION m. 579 

January 1, 1989 to December 31, 1989 

1. ARTIClI~5:- WcriR PmIODS - T.A.‘d 10/18/88 - City refused to atip. to 
Sectim A. Effective January 1, 1989 the work day shell cmsist of eight 
and one-half (8 l/Z) hours. lhe work week shsll consist of forty tw and 
one-half (42 l/2) hours caqmtad co a seven (7) day period of five (5) working 
days and two (2) dsys off and an eight (8) day period of five (5) working days 
and three (3) days off. The dispatcher clerk shall tmrk eight (8) hours per 
day on a kkmday through Riday 5-2 work wk. ‘Ihere shall bs a one-half (l/2) 
hour luuch period with Pay during each eight aud one-half (8 l/2) hour shift, 
except for the dispatcher’who shall not be paid for lmch if the dispatcher-clerk 
leaves the premises for loch, if ths dispatcher-clerk eats on tha job, then 
the dispatcher-clerk will eat and mrk without any loss of psy. 

2. ARTICLE 5 - Section B. Ihs nonml vork shifts shall be as listed below: 
T.A.‘d 10/18/f@ per II. Stockwll requested modifications - City refused to stip. to 

First Shift 7:00 A.M. to 3:30 P.M. 
Second Shift 3:00 P.M. to 11:30 P.M. 
‘third Shift 11:00 P.M. to 7:30 A.M. 
Fourth Shift 7:00 P.M. to 3:30 A.M. 
Pifth Shift 11:00 A.M. to 7:30 P.M. 

Personoel working between the hours of 3:00 P.M. and 11:30 P.M. shall 
receive four percent (4%) above their base salary. Persmnel uorking 
11:00 P.M. to 7:30 A.M. shall receive five percent (5%) above their base 
salary. Ah employee shall be psid the rate of pay applicable to the 
shift oo which he performed the wk. lhe bsse rate shall be the 
applicable first (1st) shift hourly rate. 

3. ARTICU 5 - Section D. Overtims. 
All employees who wrk in exmtheir nonnsl, regular scheduled hark day of 
(8 l/2 hours), or work period of (42 l/2 hours) as defined in Section A of this 
Article, or the mloyee’a dsy off, shall receive ooe sod one-half (l-1/2) times 
the straight hourly rate for all hours worked over eight and me-hslf (8 l/2) hours 
per day or forty-two and one-half (42 l/2) hours per work period, or the Eployee’s 
day off, whichewr is greater, or at the employee’s option be allowed to take 
cmpeosatory time off at the ratio of ooa (1) hour of overtime for toe and m-half 
(l-1/2) hours of caspensatory time. Officers will be psid overt* for mmdatory .‘~ 
schools. officer’s maetiogs and court time, if such time is in excess of normal , 
wrk day week. Officers attendiog mndatory schools will be paid a meximm of 
eight sod ooe-half (8 l/2) how3 per day for attending schools. No travel pay 
will be paid for travel to and frm schools. Meels and lodging will be provided 
by the City pursumt to the guidelines of the Wisconsin Training aod Standards 
Bosrd . T.A.‘d 10/U/88 - City refused to stip. to. 



4. ARPIClE6 - KRGEVITX 

A. Effecti& Janusry 1, 1989, the City will pay longevity cceputed & the 
effective hourly rate and the percentage schedule listed below in addition 
to tha employees regular hourly rate to all regular full time amployees: 

(a) After 5 yrs. of servfce .5% of present hourly usge 
(b) After 6 yre. of service 1.0% of present hourly wage 
(c) After 7 yrs. of service 1.5% of present hourly wage 
(d) After 8 yre. of service 2.U% of present hourly wage 
(e) After 9 yrs. of service 2.5% of present hourly tmge 
(f) After 10 yrs. of service 3.02 of present hourly urge 
(g) After 11 yrs. of service 3.5% of present hourly wage 
(h) After 12 yrs. of servfce 4.0% of present hourly wage 
(I) After 13 yrs. of service 4.X oft present hourly usge 
(j) After 14 yrs. of service S.O%~of~present.bourlp~Wege. 
(k) After 15 yrs. of service 5:zof prese&elji -8ge”~ . . 
(1) After 16 yrs. of service 6.0% of present hourly wage 
and every year therafter st 6.0X of preseat hourly wsge 

5. ARTICLE17 -HEAL’lllANDWEL.PARE 

Effective Piarch 1, 1989, tha employers shall pmvide canprehensive hospitel 
and surgical insurance coverage wfth a Dental Plan for such employee covered by 
this Agreement who has be& ~1 the psyroll for thirty (30) days or more and their 
dependents for benefits of the ‘Wisconsin Public B@oyers’ Grip Health Insurance 
Program”. The Employee shall have the Individual choice. Howver. if the City 
wloyee and their spouse are both anployed by ths City, the City will anly be 
obligated to one (1) family premiun par month covering both Employees tier 
the same plan. The Dnployer contribution toward tk premfw for any elfgfble 
employee will be a maximum of 105% of the least costly health care plan within 
the service ares of the employer (service area to he oo mire than 15 mile radius 
of Edgerton. Wisconsin). lhe City shall psy the full cost of the sickness and 
accident plan the wloyees are partlcfpating in at this the. 

6. ARTICLE 17 Section L. ‘Ihe City shall bear the cost of the health plan in 
effect for an employee and/or their spouse who retires with twenty (20) year6 Of 
service with the depsrtment, end qualifies for Suite Retirement Plan benefits, 
until their date of expiration. 

7. ARTICLE 26 - m STANMU - xi 
Section D. Ihe City is t( j-schedule full time employees with a forty-two and 

one ‘-l/2) hour &ork period before scheduling part tima employees. The 
City shall provide five full time petrol positians in the bargaining unit. 
Revised to coincide with Art. 5, Section A and D - lO/lg/gg. 
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8. EKHIBIT A. 

Wage Schedule for 1989 - 1991 Police C&tract 

Poeitlm Shift l/1/89 l/1/90 l/1/91 
Ben. F.T. - Retro 
& 3.T. 
Patrolman 1st . $10.28 ?:oo AM - 3:30 PM 
(Starting) E 

%E 

10:37 
10.69 

8;f.g 
3:00 PM - 11:30 RI 4% 

10.79 11:22 11:00 PM - 7:30 AM 5% 
4th 10.32 10.74 11.17 7:00 PM - 3:30 AM 4.5% 
5th 10.08 10.49 19.90 11:00 AM - 7:30 PM 2% 

z;LT.,” P.T. 1st 10.42 
through 5th 

10.84 11.27 7:CO AM - 3:00 PM 
(1 year) 2nd shift - add the above shift preoiun percentages. ” 

(2 rear) 
1st 10.99 11.43 11.89 
2nd tbro@ 5th shift - add the above shift prmiun percentages. 

Reg. F.T. 
Petrolmu 1st 11.60 12.06 12.55 
(3 years) 2nd thr&5th shift - add the above shift premix percentages. 

Reg. F.T. 
Patrolman 1st 12.24 12.73 13.24 
(4 wrs) 2nd through 5th shift - add the above shift premfun percentages. 

Sergeant 1st 12.43 12.93 13.44 
2nd through 5th shift - add the above shift premiun percentages. 

Education Degree Reniun Officers with the following degrees shell receive 
additions1 psy as listed helm: 

Bachelor Degree in Police Science - 530.00 per year. 

Dispstcher Clerk 

Probat icnary 
bployee (less than 
1 year service) 

6.85 7.13 7.41 

Over 1 Year Service 9.23 9.60 9.98 

%ote: If, duriw the term of this contract, the City hires additional 
full time dispatcher-clerks, the parties will meet end discuss the wage 
rate for a lead dispatcher positlm. 

We hereby certify -lxAmms ILXAL UNION 579 

&LlL&&, y&- 
Brendan F. Kniser 
Secretary-Treasurer 
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